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1 Department of Mathematics, Faculty of Natural Sciences, Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra,
Tr. A. Hlinku 1, 949 74 Nitra, Slovakia; sceretkova@ukf.sk
2 Department of School Education, Faculty of Humanities, Tomas Bata University, Štefánikova 5670,
760 01 Zlín, Czech Republic
* Correspondence: jmedova@ukf.sk (J.M.); bulkova@utb.cz (K.O.B.)
Received: 30 October 2020; Accepted: 18 December 2020; Published: 21 December 2020


Abstract: Algebraic thinking, combinatorial thinking and reasoning skills are considered as playing
central roles within teaching and learning in the field of mathematics, particularly in solving complex
open-ended mathematical problems Specific relations between these three abilities, manifested in the
solving of an open-ended ill-structured problem aimed at mathematical modeling, were investigated.
We analyzed solutions received from 33 groups totaling 131 students, who solved a complex assignment
within the mathematical contest Mathematics B-day 2018. Such relations were more obvious when
solving a complex problem, compared to more structured closed subtasks. Algebraic generalization
is an important prerequisite to prove mathematically and to solve combinatorial problem at higher
levels, i.e., using expressions and formulas, therefore a special focus should be put on this ability in
upper-secondary mathematics education.
Keywords: mathematical problem solving; combinatorial thinking; reasoning; mathematical proof;
algebraic generalization
1. Introduction
Mathematics education is constantly evolving based on the requirements of contemporary society.
Consequently, the curriculum development is strongly influenced by 21st-century learning skills in
particular critical thinking, problem solving, communication and collaboration [1]. It is obvious that
any problem without some known algorithm or procedural tool can be considered as a challenge [2].
Students intending to inquire as defined in [3] feature the following characteristics: asking questions,
attempting and experimenting, identifying the problem, choosing the right strategy in problem solving.
The nature of open-ended problems represents the means how to implement the inquiry in mathematics
education [4] and help students to learn how to think independently for using the problem solving
strategies [5]. Over the course of many years, solving open-ended problems in mathematics has
evolved into an activating method that supports the 21st-century learning skills mentioned above.
The ability to solve complex open-ended problems is anchored in some various different factors
including the following: (i) metacognitive knowledge [6,7], (ii) positive attitude towards mathematics
[8–12], (iii) mastering mathematics processes as are reasoning, generalization, communicating the
results or mathematical modeling [13–18] and (iv) high level of mathematical proficiency in both,
procedures [19,20] and conceptual understanding [21–23], including arithmetic, algebraic and
combinatorial thinking. These aforementioned factors are not isolated, but they rather support each
other mutually in the influence of the ability to solve complex open mathematical problems [24,25].
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The distinction between arithmetic and algebraic thinking is sometimes oversimplified as a work
with numbers, or a work with variables. In contrast, Radford [26] distinguishes between the arithmetic
generalization, algebraic generalization and naive inductive reasoning based on the distinctive ways of
thinking. It is more than clear that algebraic generalization builds on the observance of commonalities,
by abduction from particulars. Then, a hypothesis, if formulated, and an expression, are or can be
produced. On the other hand, just the arithmetic generalization often uses some recurrent relations
and, following that, pupils, using this way of thinking are not able to provide a formula for a general
case. However, the least sophisticated are the naive inductions based on probable reasoning. The type
of generalization can be related to the type of problem occurring, however, the students equipped with
well-connected problem solving schemas are not surprisingly more successful in transferring their
knowledge [27]. On the other hand, the algebraic generalization raises specific problems for almost
every student, even in the course of studying higher grades [28]. Our recent research findings indicate
an ability to produce some general algebraic expressions as a crucial factor in solving open-ended
non-routine problems in mathematics, even by high-achievers [29].
For the students the use of justification, proving strategies and techniques of various forms of proofs
in mathematics, providing them with a crucial importance of mathematical reasoning, is conclusive.
Therefore, such abilities clearly involve obtaining strategic knowledge in the specific areas related to
the given problem at hand, as well as knowledge and norms specific for proving and reasoning [30],
especially in mathematical open-ended problem-solving situations. Pedemonte [31] stresses the
structural gap between the argumentation and proof. It is clear that just the argumentation inferences
are based on the content, while in case of any proof they follow a deductive scheme. Within the
work in the classroom environment, usually, students mostly experience some memorized algorithmic
reasoning [32] or with some formal proofs, a sequence of formulas in the formal language [33] instead
of the actual creative mathematical reasoning within a complex mathematical inquiry that enables
understanding and construction of a new knowledge.
The ability to make some generalizations and to provide appropriate reasoning are both considered
as high-level mathematical skills. Pedemonte further [34] studied certain relations between the level
of the generalization and reasoning skills. However, generalization as such and concurrently as
a process appears to be required for construction of mathematical induction, although, on the other
hand, some relation was pointed out as a structural distance between them. Therefore, just the
open-ended problems are considered suitable ways to develop required reasoning skills by students.
Thus, the abductive reasoning serves for passing from the inductive to deductive reasoning [26]. It is
not clear how the classifications or characteristics of generalization and justification arising from the
studies that have focused on generalizing a number patterns apply to other mathematics topics or
tasks. Nor do these frameworks make clear other reasoning processes that enable generalization and
justification to occur [35].
Combinatorics has a special place in the field of mathematics and mathematics education. It is
considered as a source of frequent and hard difficulties of students at various levels [15]. The fact is
that just the combinatorial thinking presents the process of creating various possible combinations
of ideas and cognitive operations [36]. The use of combinatorial thinking in combinatorial situations
means developing a special ability to create abstract models and to find the structure of a set of
outcomes [37]. When given enough time and hands-on problems, even usually low-achieving students
can do well in solving combinatorial problems, and vice-versa, usually high-achieving students can
lose track when dealing with novel problems in combinatorics [38]. Jones et al. [39] considered the
following four levels of combinatorial thinking development: subjective, transitional, and informal
quantitative, and numerical. Lockwood [40] stresses the role of the listing of elements forming a set of
outcomes while solving any combinatorial problems. The suggested trajectory of solving the problems
from some concrete elements to some general expressions seemed productive in helping students
to gain familiarity with a context before generalizing, using variables. Problems in combinatorics
provide a reasonable environment for generalization of the solution as “counting problems are often
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accessible yet challenging and these accessible problems provide a natural structure from which
students may generalize” [41] (p. 311). During the process of generalization based on the combinatorial
problem-solving any gifted students tried to understand the combinatorial situation more deeply,
to identify some assumptions more precisely and a formulated plan was global in nature [42].
Little is known about the connections between the mathematical reasoning and combinatorial
thinking. One of a few studies [41] investigating the affordances of combinatorial proof which can be
considered as a valuable instrument for development of combinatorial thinking and for their proving
skills is worth mentioning. The students participating in the study seem to be more convinced by the
algebraic arguments than by the combinatorial reasoning.
The standard memorization of common algorithms and the routine calculations repetition
have been slowly abandoned in mathematics education today. Instead, students are motivated to
thinking about the given problem more deeply, analyzing and discussing the possibilities of different
solutions [43] and looking for other mathematical aspects related to the mathematical content of the
given problem. Therefore, any mathematics contest can be considered as a challenge [44] improving the
students inquiring and using various problem-solving strategies. The development of the mathematical
reasoning and problem solving strategies is supported in any mathematical contest especially aimed at
students’ mutual collaboration [2].
Group-work in mathematics education represents the learning method based on the definition
of collaborative problem solving by PISA (the OECD’s Programme for International Student
Assessment) [45] as following: “an individual’s capacity to use cognitive processes to confront
and resolve real, cross-disciplinary situations where the solution path is not immediately obvious and
where the content areas or curricular areas that might be applicable are not within a single subject
area of mathematics, science or reading” (p. 7). Mathematical open-ended problems requiring the
higher mathematical thinking skills, can provide students an opportunity to share their knowledge [46],
to discuss the strategies [47] and create the conclusion from the team as the unit [48].
As stated by Ericson and Lockwood [49] in order to prove a combinatorial identity various
cognitive models are needed in order to understand the algebraic notations. Furthermore, it seems
that the ability to provide plausible reasoning within solving combinatorial problems is influenced
by a variety of representations at students’ disposal, including different algebraic notation [50].
Therefore, we consider as important to shed some light on the relations between the three
mathematical competencies within a solution of complex open-ended mathematical problem by
high-achieving students. Furthermore, the relations are usually studied for individual students.
However, several researchers [51,52] suggest that especially cognitive abilities develop through social
interactions, thus the group solutions should be investigated when producing highly cognitively
demanding activity such as solving complex mathematical problems. Collaboration in groups is well
suited to accessing skills manifested in problem-solving because it encourages students to explain their
thinking and engage in joint elaboration of the final assignment [53].
We are not aware of any study investigating relations between the various mathematical abilities
while studying group solutions of highly-demanding complex mathematical problems.
Our research is focused on the analysis of the team mathematical contest known as Mathematics
B-day in the two particular perspectives: quantitative and qualitative. The assignment of the contest
was analyzed as a coherent set of the mathematical problems aimed at inquiry in mathematics.
We analyzed the correctness of the solution of subtasks with the different level of combinatorial
thinking, algebraic generalization and mathematical reasoning. Then, the results of the analysis were
compared with the authentic solutions of groups consisting of 3–4 students.
The research question was formulated as follows: what are the (implicative) relations
between the levels of algebraic generalization, mathematical reasoning and combinatorial thinking
manifested in the course of solving non-routine mathematical problems by groups of high-achieving
upper-secondary students?
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2. Materials and Methods
The Mathematics B-day contest [54] is a unique opportunity for upper secondary students to
collaborate on the real mathematical open problem solving and demonstrate their mathematical
knowledge and competences by conjecturing and proving in mathematics. In the Slovak Republic the
Department of Mathematics of Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra is an organizer of such
an event, although the origin of this contest was in the Netherlands. The essence of the Mathematics
B-day contest is based on the educational program of mathematics for the prospective university level
of technical studies and studies in science and mathematics.
Students, divided into three or four member teams, are solving the assignment created with an
intent motivating inquiry in mathematics. The assignment represents a set of subsequent problems
related to the one chosen situation composed in the continuous text.
The goal of Mathematics B-day 2018 assignment [55] was inspired by the mathematical open
ended problem called “The Moser’s Worm Problem” formulated as follows: “What is the surface
of the smallest flat shape that can cover all lines of length 15 cm?” [56] (p.153). The situation was
represented for students like a story of a certain snake with its length of 15 cm, that needs a blanket for
every position while this snake is sleeping. The assigned problems were aimed at explaining specific
relations, while generalizing and proving, and finally, at the mathematical modeling as such. Students
could use recommended manipulatives (copper wire, sheet of graph paper, compass, scissors, etc.)
for their experimenting in the first phase of the solution process and later the dynamic software
GeoGebra was recommended. It is more than obvious that a success solution requires some elemental
pieces of knowledge, stemming from geometry (e.g., planar geometry and trigonometry) as well as
combinatorics (e.g., enumeration of combinations to produce a pattern).
In 2018, 131 students gathered into 33 teams solved the assignment of the Mathematics B-day
contest. The relatively high achievement in mathematics is assumed because only two best reports
from each participating school can be submitted for the final national assessment. The actual and
real abilities to solve non-routine mathematical problems are one of the basic components of the
general problem-solving ability [57]. The non-routine problems will demand a high cognitive load [58],
therefore, the high-achievers’ solutions need to be analyzed to a greater extent. For this reason,
the solvers, who participated in the Mathematical B-day event, can represent an appropriate sample
for observing the level of generalization and proving in mathematics.
2.1. Assignment of Mathematical B-Day 2018: Snake Nest
The full text of the assignment represents 14 pages of continuous mathematical text, containing
several kinds of non-routine problem, aimed at the following topics and themes: experimenting,
calculations, and then, explanation, generalizing, as well as proving some relevant and real relations.
This study was focused on some necessary subtasks, requiring some higher-order mathematical
thinking skills, vested, especially, in the fields of proving and generalizing. The assignment is
composed from the 6 tasks further divided into more subtasks characterized like open-ended problems.
The introductory subtasks (1a–1e) were aimed at the shape of a circle covering the all positions of
the snake represented by a 15 cm long curve. Students had to find the smallest possible radius and
properties in specific cases. In the subtasks 2a–2e, the positioning strategy of the snake is explained to
students based on a special example: the snake bended in a rectangle.
The following tasks 3, 4, and 6, are aimed at discovering the smallest planar shape represented by
several shapes like a half and quarter of the circle, triangle or diamond. Subsequently, students are
asked to arrange the smallest possible area of a blanket by cutting off any useless parts of the
aforementioned shapes. Apparently and definitely, some combinatorial thinking skills are required
in the task 5. The problem about the smallest area of the blanket is viewed by means of a simplified
model represented by the tetra-snake. The body of any tetra-snake consists of squares and the centers
thereof can be connected by lines. Any given broken line can determine any position of the snake
according to their shape, as shown in Figure 1.
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The schema (Figure 2) shows that any assignment is composed in the sense of the recommended 
steps in the final assignment. To achieve success, the use of the students’ wide abilities on all levels 
are required. Task 5 is based on the essence of the main problem to find the smallest blanket for the 
snake but in view of using combinatorics. Therefore, the subtasks 5a–5f appear to be independent of 
the whole text of the assignment and the assumption that the previous tasks can influence and affect 
the success of a solution of the task 5 is omitted. The Moser’s Worm Problem can be included in the 
i re 1. is al ai for s tas ai e at t e co i atorial t i i (a a te fro [55]).
fi l
i t ll t i l l t f
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• Experi enting.
• Give a positioning strategy for the all shapes for those blankets.
• Find the corresponding minimum dimensions.
• Explain that the all forms remain under the blanket with the strategy from the third step.
• Cut bits away from the blanket to make it even smaller.
As mentioned above, the assignment consists of several types of interconnected task characterized
as the open-ended problems. The subtasks were sorted based on the level of required abilities into
the three groups: (a) experimenting and applying, (b) reasoning and hypothesizing, (c) generalizing
and proving. The first group of subtasks requires some basic abilities for solving routine problems
aimed at estimating the concrete result or problems with a closed goal but open approach. The other
two groups represent problems requiring a higher level of abilities. Figure 2 below shows how the
subtasks of the all assignments are interconnected.
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the whole text of the assignment and the assumption that the previous tasks can influence and affect
the success of a solution of the task 5 is omitted. The Moser’s Worm Problem can be included in the
field of combinatorial geometry. Thus, specifically, we aimed at the subtasks where the investigated
skills were supposed to be manifested, particularly the subtasks 1c, 1e, 2a, 2e, 5e, 5f, 6a, 6b (see the full
assignment in [55]), while in the case of the subtasks 5a–5f for combinatorial thinking as well as final
assignment, being focused mainly on the skills of mathematical modeling.
2.2. Statistical Analysis
The descriptive correlational research was used in this study to assess the relationships between
students’ level of algebraic generalization, mathematical reasoning and combinatorial thinking.
The assignment described in Section 2.1 was solved by 33 groups of students from 11 upper-secondary
schools in Slovakia within the contest Mathematical B-day 2018. Each group consisted of 3–4 students.
The intended output of the contest, final report of each group was assessed and following variables
were investigated.
The level of reasoning skills was assigned to every student’s solution of the all investigated
subtasks (2a, 5f, 6a, 6b, 6d), and the final assignment (FA) as well. The level of algebraic generalization
was assigned to every student’s solution of the subtask 5f, and the final assignment (FA) as well.
The subtasks 5a, 5c, 5f and final assignment were assessed for the level of combinatorial thinking.
Table 1 shows the all data covering assessing the mathematical abilities.
Table 1. Description of the levels of algebraic pattern generalization, reasoning and proving, and
combinatorial thinking.
Level Algebraic Generalization Reasoning and Proving Combinatorial Thinking
0 Observing particular examples Without any argumentationor reasoning
Listing of the elements in random order,
without looking for systematic strategy.
1 Noticing a commonality Reasoning by one or severalparticular examples
Using a trial-error strategy, discovery of
some generative strategies for small sets
of outcomes.
2 Formulating a hypothesis Correct mathematical evidence, butnot formalized in a form of proof
Adopting generative strategies for
bigger sets or three- and
more-stage case.
3 Producing the expression of pn Formal mathematical proof
Applying generative strategies and use
of formulas.
Following this, the subsequent statistical analysis of the obtained data was performed, using the
software environment R [59], applying the packages RVAideMemoire [60], lsr [61], and rchic [62].
The success-rates in the subtasks of the given assignment were compared by the Cochran Q test that
is the generalization of the McNemar test for the two independent samples. The partial problems
were considered as independent samples. Subsequently, the post-hoc analysis, comparing each pair
of problems, was performed by the McNemar test. The levels of reasoning skills and algebraic
generalization in the analyzed subtasks were compared, and then, post-hoc analyzed by the
Friedman test.
The mutual relationships between the assessed features of the group solutions of the complex
problem were assessed. Different statistical characteristics were implemented based on the scale used
for the particular variable. The relationship between a Boolean variable describing the correctness of
the solution of particular subtasks was assessed by ϕ coefficient. The Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficient ρ was used to assess a relationship among the level reasoning skills, combinatorial thinking
and algebraic pattern generalization manifested in particular subtasks. The corrected Cramer’s V was
calculated to measure an association between the correctness of a solution of the particular subtask
and levels of generalization, reasoning, and combinatorial thinking.
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The statistical implicative analysis (SIA) [63] was applied to explore some mutual relations
between the defined attributes of assessing and to evaluate relations between the subtasks in the basic
assignment and the students’ performance in the final assignment.
3. Results
Out of a total 33 submitted team solutions 27 attempted to solve the final assignment.
The relative frequency of investigated items differed significantly (Q = 5.4, p = 0.020), a pairwise
comparison by the McNemar test is summarized in Table 2. The null hypothesis was formulated
for each pair of subtasks as follows: “There is no significant difference between the ratio of
incorrectly solved subtasks for the subtask A and subtask B”. The levels of reasoning skills varied
between the tasks (chi2 = 48.607, p < 0.001), contrasting to the level of algebraic generalisation
(chi2 = 1.316, p = 0.251). The three subtasks were aimed at proving inequality/impossibility
(2a, 6a, 6b). The subtask 2a was solved correctly and significantly more often than the other two
subtasks (p2a6a = 0.035; p2a6b < 0.001; p2a6d < 0.001). Surprisingly, one of the parts of the assignment
with the highest success rate was the final assignment requiring higher order thinking. However, it is an
open-ended problem and students were allowed to choose their own objects of investigation according
to their involvement and self-efficacy. Furthermore, the analyzed materials were not their hand-out
versions, but the final report where they present only chosen results.
Table 2. Success rate and levels of reasoning skills and algebraic generalization manifested in
team solutions.
Task Description Success Rate
Level of Reasoning
Skills













55% agh NA NA 1.42 ± 1.07 ab
5b 45% aehi NA NA 1.00 ± 1.26 a
5c 36% bchijk NA NA NA
5d Combinatorics(optimization) 18%
kl NA NA NA
5e Higher lower limit 12% gl NA NA NA
5f Generalization 18% bcdfg 1.33 ± 1.53 bce 1.15 ± 1.37 a 1.61 ± 1.25 b
6a Proving the inequality 39% befj 1.15 ± 1.39 b NA NA
6b Proving the impossibility 21% cfgi 1.18 ± 1.48 bc NA NA
6d Proving the coverage 9% dfg 0.30 ± 0.63 d NA NA
FA Mathematical modeling 48% aej 0.75 ± 0.90 bc 0.66 ± 0.92 a NA
1 M mean, 2 SD standard deviation. The values assigned by the same letter (a,b,c, . . . etc.) do not differ significantly
based on the McNemar test (correctness of solution) and the median test (levels of reasoning skills and algebraic
generalization) (p ≤ 0.05), e.g. Success rate in 5a does not differ significantly from 5b, as both are assigned by string
containing letters a and h, but 5a differs significantly from 5c, as they do not have any letter in common.
The results of SIA (see Figure 3) indicate an evident interconnection between correctness of the
investigated subtasks. The correct solution of the subtask 5f aimed at assessing an ability to generalize
algebraically implied correct solution of another subtask aimed at assessing the generalization skills,
namely the subtask 2e. Although it was implied by the correct solution of the generalization of the
subtasks 6b, it was also implied by the high level experimentation and application manifested in the
team solution of subtask 6c. Furthermore, the correct solution of 6a implied the correct solution of two
generalizations of the subtasks, 2e and 2a. The success in 2a was implied also by the correct solution of
FA. Direct implications from the subtasks 6a and 6b to the success in 6d were not confirmed there. It may
indicate that just the generalization is a hidden driving ability supporting mathematical reasoning.
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The correctness of the team solutions correlated between the introductory combinatorial subtasks
(ϕ5a5b = 0.344, p5a5b = 0.05; ϕ5b5c = 0.449; p5b5c = 0.009) and between combinatorics subtasks aimed
at optimization and generalizations (ϕ5d5e = 0.547; p5d5e = 0.001). It is worth commenting that the
correct solution of the final assignment did not correlate with any of investigated subtasks (Table 3).
Table 3. Correlation matrix of correctness of the team solution in selected subtask (phi coefficient).
Correctness
Task 2a 5a 5b 5c 5d 5e 5f 6a 6b 6d FA
Correctness
2a NA 0.290 0.129 −0.013 0.000 0.066 0.000 0.175 0.367 −0.224 0.043
5a 0.474 NA 0.344 0.311 0.273 0.339 0.430 −0.011 0.176 −0.077 −0.155
5b 0.474 0.050 NA 0.449 0.359 0.034 0.043 0.260 −0.027 0.346 0.332
5c 0.458 0.079 0.009 NA 0.297 0.298 0.297 0.164 0.084 0.199 0.023
5d 2.000 0.125 0.040 0.093 NA 0.547 0.389 0.263 −0.052 0.124 0.014
e 0.717 0.054 0.851 0.092 .001 NA .547 0.081 0. 34 −0.117 0.011
5f 1.000 0.012 0.812 0.093 0.025 0.001 NA 0.414 0.326 0.199 −0.160
6a 0.329 0.950 0.143 0.362 0.139 0.656 0.016 NA 0.340 0.392 0.211
6b 0.036 0.327 0.881 0.642 0.772 0.849 0.064 0.053 NA 0.164 0.090
6d 0.211 0.670 0.448 0.266 0.491 0.515 0.268 0.024 0.362 NA 0.326
FA 1 0.813 0.389 0.059 899 .937 .950 .372 0.239 0.619 0.064 NA
1 FA—final assignment.
Based on the results summarized in Table 4 we can claim that the levels of reasoning
skill manifested in team solutions of the subtasks 6a, 6b and 6d correlated mutually
(ρ6ab = 0.814, p < 0.001; ρ6ad = 0.475, p = 0.005; ρ6bd = 0.534, p = 0.001). On the other
hand, th l vel of algebraic generalizations was not correlated between the subtask 5f and final
assignment. The level of combinatorial thinking correlated with the generalization l , manif sted in
the fi al ssignment (ρ = 0.453, p = 0.008).
The level of combinatorial thinking manifested in the tea solutions of the assessed partial
subtasks 5a, 5c and 5f was correlated. Furthermore, the combinatorial thinking manifested in the
solutions of the subtasks 5c and 5f correlated with algebraic generalization assessed in team solution of
the subtask 5f (ρ5c5 f = 0.536, p5c5 f = 0.001;ρ5 f 5 f = 0.393, p5 f 5 f = 0.024). The correlation between the
combinatorial thinking manifested in the team solution of the subtask 5c and algebraic generalization in
5f is not caused by a simultaneous use of the two mathematical competencies, but rather in the design
of the task as such, when the correct solution of the subtasks 5c was necessary for solving the subtask
5f. On the contrary, in the subtask 5f both competencies were necessary for a successful solution.
It seems that contrasting to the mathematical reasoning and algebraic generalization, the ability to use
combinatorial thinking appears to be very consistent among the partial subtasks of an investigated
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complex problem. Due to the special kind of problems as well as high-achieving solvers as participants
in the study it is not possible to state whether this consistency is a general characteristic of combinatorial
thinking, or it is a feature of the problem or of the solvers.
Table 4. Correlation matrix of the level of reasoning, algebraic generalizations and combinatorial
thinking manifested in the team solutions of selected subtasks (Spearman’s rho).
Level of
Reasoning Generalization Combinatorial Thinking
Item 2a 6a 6b 6d FA 5f FA 5a 5c 5f FA
Reasoning
2a NA 0.266 0.210 0.239 0.043 0.081 0.128 0.122 0.259 0.313 0.209
6a 0.135 NA 0.814 0.475 0.204 0.282 0.089 −0.002 0.229 0.211 −0.020
6b 0.240 0.000 NA 0.534 0.243 0.292 0.182 0.124 0.181 0.237 0.219
6d 0.180 0.005 0.001 NA 0.077 0.160 −0.089 −0.011 0.270 0.190 −0.085
FA 0.813 0.255 0.173 0.668 NA 0.283 0.724 0.140 0.299 0.213 0.247
Gen 1
5f 0.653 0.112 0.099 0.372 0.111 NA 0.090 0.185 0.536 0.393 0.242
FA 0.479 0.623 0.311 0.624 0.000 0.617 NA −0.072 −0.027 0.018 0.453
Combinatorial thinking
5a 0.499 0.989 0.491 0.952 0.439 0.302 0.689 NA 0.450 0.799 0.095
5c 0.146 0.201 0.313 0.129 0.091 0.001 0.884 0.009 NA 0.693 −0.141
5f 0.076 0.239 0.185 0.288 0.233 0.024 0.922 0.000 0.000 NA 0.056
FA 0.242 0.914 0.220 0.636 0.166 0.175 0.008 0.600 0.434 0.759 NA
1 Gen—generalization.
We tried to relate the correctness of the solution of the particular subtask with the different level of
abilities. Correctness of the solution was associated with the reasoning skills manifested in solutions of several
investigated subtasks (Table 5). The reasoning skills in solutions of the subtasks 6a, 6b and 6d were associated
with correctness of 6a (V6a6a = 0.543, p = 0.003; V6a6b = 0.577, p = 0.014; V6a6d = 0.501, p = 0.015).
Furthermore, the ubtask 5e was the only subtask in which correctness of the solution was related
to the level of reasoning skills in FA (V = 0.206, p = 0.039).
Table 5. Correlation matrix of the solution correctness of and the levels of reasoning,
algebraic generalization and combinatorial thinking manifested in the team solution of selected
subtasks (Cramer’s V).
Level of
Reasoning Generalization Combinatorial thinking
Item 2a 6a 6b 6d FA 5f FA 5a 5c 5f FA
2a
V 0.542 0.265 0.351 0.034 0.241 0.079 0.235 0.100 0.205 0.291 0.125
p 0.046 0.509 0.186 0.930 1.000 0.729 0.537 0.861 0.539 0.358 0.473
5a
V 0.178 0.012 0.072 0.141 0.025 0.463 0.067 0.644 0.291 0.587 0.161
p 0.653 0.547 0.711 0.805 0.590 0.024 0.596 0.001 0.242 0.001 0.354
5b
V 0.335 0.077 0.177 0.335 0.181 0.303 0.067 0.376 0.388 0.481 0.194
p 0.222 0.030 0.302 0.037 0.319 0.108 0.199 0.018 0.137 0.012 0.266
5c
V 0.268 0.192 0.121 0.238 0.006 0.335 0.138 0.464 0.602 0.589 0.134
p 0.115 0.477 0.416 0.394 0.466 0.246 0.103 0.039 0.005 0.008 0.443
5d
V 0.257 0.062 0.166 0.023 0.129 0.412 0.086 0.180 0.250 0.273 0.375
p 0.367 0.597 0.798 0.504 0.191 0.110 0.126 0.372 0.381 0.398 0.357
5e
V 0.155 0.041 0.046 0.180 0.206 0.439 0.238 0.199 0.296 0.265 0.476
p 0.357 0.821 0.799 0.542 0.039 0.071 0.045 0.028 0.147 0.435 0.006
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Table 5. Cont.
Level of
Reasoning Generalization Combinatorial thinking
Item 2a 6a 6b 6d FA 5f FA 5a 5c 5f FA
5f
V 0.137 0.177 0.102 0.228 0.040 0.645 0.086 0.106 0.188 0.148 0.375
p 0.439 0.441 0.305 0.373 0.083 0.001 0.126 0.803 0.527 0.242 0.031
6a
V 0.099 0.543 0.577 0.501 0.429 0.414 0.363 0.028 0.198 0.204 0.219
p 0.774 0.003 0.014 0.015 0.096 0.098 0.166 0.568 0.338 0.366 0.208
6b
V 0.274 0.644 0.745 0.222 0.225 0.326 0.109 0.140 0.059 0.104 0.341
p 0.307 0.009 0.001 0.089 0.361 0.260 0.268 0.447 0.490 0.189 0.049
6d
V 0.132 0.119 0.105 0.520 0.086 0.199 0.000 0.071 0.336 0.267 0.056
p 0.936 0.015 0.722 0.002 0.884 0.530 0.838 0.131 0.160 0.490 0.131
FA 1
V 0.013 0.019 0.128 0.208 0.606 0.160 0.355 0.294 0.290 0.305 0.182
p 0.083 0.165 0.189 0.383 0.003 0.309 0.235 0.302 0.382 0.167 0.295
1 FA—final assignment.
Out of 6 teams who were able to produce the correct algebraic expression in the solution of
the subtask 5f used an inductive approach, one team did not provide any reasoning for it, and one
team used an abductive reasoning approach. The level of generalization was related to correctness
of the solution of this subtask (V = 0.645, p = 0.001). The level of generalization in 5f was related
to correctness of the subtask 5a (V = 0.463, p = 0.024). Correctness of the final assignment was
related to the reasoning-skills level (V = 0.606, p = 0.003), however, it was not related to the level
of generalization (V = 0.355, p = 0.235), nor with the manifested level of combinatorial thinking in
this complex problem (V = 0.182, p = 0.295). It might again be caused by the different, more open,
nature of the final assignment compared to partial subtasks.
3.1. Example of the Authentic Team Solutions of the Subtask 2a
The subtask 2a was classified to the third group as aimed at the generalizing and proving, but only
the actual levels of reasoning and proving skills were observed in students’ solutions of this subtask.
The goal of the subtasks is verifying the impossibility of the assigned argument.
3.1.1. Solution 2a.A
“Based on the previous experiment, we found an interval of the angles, for which there is not
possible to cover the Lena. There is an interval of angles between the largest angel from the position 1
(41.81◦) and the smallest angle from the position 2 (96.38◦), which is not possible to fit under the cover.
For example, the angle of size 60◦ creates the isosceles triangle; therefore the lengths of the heights on
the triangles sides are equal and greater than 5 cm. Both rectangles, 5 × 15 as well as 5 × 14, are not
covering Lena in every case.”
Students used an experiment as the main method to find a solution (Figure 4). The crucial parameter
represents estimated lengths of the highs of the triangles created by a bent line based on the strategies
set out in the assignment of the subtask (see the full assignment [55]). Subsequently, students found an
interval of the angles that do not match the dimensions of the given rectangle. This approach was
aimed at both assigned rectangles. The conclusion of students’ experimentation was expressed in the
simple statements.
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3.1.2. Solution 2a.B
“Let us deal with the specific group of snakes, especially with some snakes composed of the two
line segments 7.5 cm long with a mutual boundaries point, which we are going to call as the vertex
of the snake. The two remaining boundary points of line segments are going to be called the tails of
the snake. Let these two line segments form an angle α. We are going to call these snakes laptops,
because they remind us of a laptop from their profile.
“First, let us have a look at the rectangle with the dimensions 14 cm and 4 cm. This blanket is
not enough for our snake. Therefore, it is obvious that the snake obtains a form of a line segment
with its length 15 cm for α = 180◦. The diagonal represents the longest line segment in the rectangle.
And the length of this diagonal can be calculated by the Pythagorean Theorem. In our case the length
of diagonal is just
√
142 + 42  14.56 cm. The widest part of the blanket is less than our snake for the
given angle, and thus for this reason the snake cannot fit under the blanket.
“Let us try the blanket with the dimensions 15 cm and 5 cm. The snake is not going to fit under
this blanket. Let us take the snake at 60◦ angles. This snake has the shape of an equilateral triangle and
the whole triangle must be placed inside the rectangle. The shortest distance between the vertex and
the point of the opposite side, the height of the triangle, is approximately 6.63 cm long. If we rotate this
triangle in the coordinate system, for every turn will be there the y-dimension greater than 5, and so it
cannot fit in the rectangle, which has for some turns this dimension equal to 5.”
In solution 2a.B, students described their approach of a solution in the two parts for the two
assigned rectangles. In the first case of the rectangle with the specific dimensions, students used the
Pythagorean theorem. For the conclusion, there is enough to show if the diagonal of the rectangle
can cover the whole length of the non-bended snake. Similar to the previous example of the solution,
students were approaching by estimating the lengths of triangles created by a bended snake for
the second assigned rectangle. However, the approach is not based on the strategies set out in the
assignment of the subtask. Students originally showed in the one chosen example the impossibility
of the argument, but a detailed description or a picture from experimenting is missing there in the
students’ solution.
Thus the ways students were thinking in both approaches of the solution were correct. The solution
reached the first level of reasoning and proving skills, because their description contains the reasoning
by the one particular example.
3.2. Example of the Authentic Team Solutions of the Subtask 6d
The following subtask was classified in the second group based on a schema of interconnected
subtasks, vested in reasoning and hypothesizing steps and jobs, but this all requires in addition some
reasoning and proving skills. The subtask 6d is similar to the previous subtask 2a, but the goal is not to
refute an argument. By contrast, students are asked to show that the snake will fit in an estimated area
under some specific conditions.
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3.2.1. Solution 6d.A
“Let us have a blanket created by joining the two equilateral triangles with the height 7.5 cm long
and then we will put the middle of the snake on the common edge of the triangles [Figure 5A].
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= 7.52 = 56.25,
so we get by all adjustments, so that x =
√
75. Well, then the area of the one triangle is
√
75·7.5
2 , and so
the area of the whole blanket can be estimated as
√
75·7.5. But is this blanket enough?
“Put the snake into the position, that its middle is placed on the common sides of the two triangles
and the snake is touching the two sides of triangles like given in the figure B [Figure 5B] (one half is
touching the one side, the second half is touching the second one).
“Then we can see that the one half cannot pass through the two sides, because the heights of the
triangle, the distance of these two sides, are equal to the length of the half of the snake.”
In the first step of solution 6d.A, students calculated the length of the side of the equilateral
triangle for estimating an area of the diamond. Even if the final result of the area is correct, students
made a mistake in the notation of the equation. However, the estimation of the diamonds’ area was
not necessary in the case of a solution of the subtask 6d. Focusing on the reasoning of the argument
was more important here. But the students’ conclusion does not consist of any mathematical evidence,
even any mathematical reasoning which would reach out to the goal of this subtask. The reasoning
and proving skills as such manifested in the solution A of the subtask 6d stay on the level 0.
3.2.2. Solution 6d.B
“Both parts of the shape (of the diamond) are the two equilateral triangles, so we just have to look
at one of them, because in addition, an equally large piece of snake exceeds upon both sides. Let the
equilateral triangle have a height 7.5 cm long. We will choose a point M on the one of the sides of the
triangle. We will draw a line from this point, touching on the other side and our goal is to have a snake
not exceeding through the third side. For this reason, let us take the shortest possible way. We will find
out this way that we will reflect the third side in the axial symmetry based on the second side and
extend the perpendicular from the first side.
“In Figure 6 we can see that the green line—a projection of the third side based on the second
one —is parallel to the first side—and the point A lies on it. The perpendicular is always the shortest
distance, and when a perpendicular line is parallel to another line, that means that the line with the
shortest distance will be perpendicular also to the first line. For this reason, the distance is equal with
the height of the triangle, therefore 7.5 cm.”
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Figure 6. Students’ solution B of the subtask 6d.
Student used the roper methods and tools to find the correct mathematical evid nce, but the
students’ description is not clear. At first, the final (underlined) conclusion is written in a confusing
way. The description of the sides of triangles is na ed. In addition, the ad ed picture does
not contain an exact label. For example, there is a point M defined at the beginning of the solution.
But in the following explanation as well as in the picture, the point A is marked.
3.3. Example of the Authentic Team Solutions of the Subtask 5f
The whole task 5 is aimed at the combinatorial thinking skills. Every single subtask requires
some different skills on the different levels. The subtask 5f was chosen as the following example
mainly because it required all the observed skills in this research, hence, algebraic generalization,
reasoning and proving as well as combinatorial thinking.
3.3.1. Solution A
“If we bend a snake only one time in any point, then the area of the blanket can be calculated as
follows 2(n− 1) for all kinds of snakes, except for the snake with the length of the body 1 because the
formula is not valid for it.”
The students’ solution is giving a short expression, formula, or hypothesis, for the estimating
of the wanted area. However, a closer mathematical description or formulation of this hypothesis is
missing there. For this reason, students did not put any efforts into the possible combinations of some
bended snakes. To sum it up, students manifested the algebraic generalization skill on the level 2,
their reasoning and proving skills on the level 0 and their combinatorial thinking is not observable in
the solution 5f.A.
3.3.2. Solution B
“Let’s have a bended tetra-snake with the length of the body n; and n cannot be equal to 1 or 2, as the
possible smallest bendable tetra-snake has the length of the body 3. In a bent tetra-snake, one square
represents a bending point, and other n− 1 squares are divided between the two arms. Utmost, the first
arm is composed from n− 2 square and the second arm from the one square. It represents the most
disproportionate distribution. In the next step, we will move the squares from the longer arm to the
shorter one. In the most proportionate distribution, if n is an even number, there is the same amount of
the squares in the arms of the tetra-snake and if n is an odd number, there are n−12 + 0.5 squares in the
one arm and n−12 − 0.5 squares in the other arm. When we add another square (for example there are
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arms of a tetra-snake with the length 5 and 3, then 4 and 4, and then 3 and 5), we already have this
option and, therefore, we can tilt the tetra-snake very easily.
This means that the one arm of the blanket must have a length of n − 2 squares (in the utmost
case) and the other arm has a length of n−12 if n is an even number and
n−1
2 − 0.5 if n is an odd number.
Then, the area of the blanket is is S = n− 2+ 1+ n−12 for n which is even and S = n− 2+ 1+
n−1
2 – 0.5
for odd number n. The general form of the formula is:
S = n− 2 + 1 +
n− 1
2
+ ((−(n mod 2) + 1) · (−0.5) =
3
2
· ((−(n mod 2) + 1) · (−0.5).”
Students offered the general expression of the formula for estimating the area of covering the bent
snake, so the algebraic generalization skills were well manifested at the level 3. However, their findings
are not formalized in a form of the proof or the theorem. Therefore, students achieved level 2 in the
reasoning and proving skills. As far as to the combinatorial thinking skills, level 2 is demonstrated in
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Figure 7. Students’ solution of the subtask 5f (A) the generative strategy for expressing the formula
and (B) the table of expressed general formula. Translations: Obsah obdĺžnikovej prikrývky = Area of
the rectangular blanket; Obsah najmenšej prikrývky = Area of the smallest blanket; Párne n = Even n;
Nepárne n = Odd n.
“We will try to generalize the observed properties for getting a formula expressing the smallest
possible blanket for the tetra-snake with the length of n (Figure 7B).
“Note: we are not going to consider any tetra-snakes with their length of 1 and 2 squares,
because these tetra-snakes represent special cases and they cannot be bent.”
Definitely, there can be observed some higher skills in the solution 5f.C. Students manifested level
3 in the algebraic generalization skills as well as in combinatorial thinking skills. Based on the chosen
approach and tools, students found out a general formula (Figure 7B). However, also in this case it is
not f rmalized in a form f the proof. St dents reached level 2 in the reasoning and p oving skills.
4. Discussion
In this paper we tried to investigate specific relations between the ability to generalize algebraically,
to use combinatorial thinking and to prove mathematically that were manifested during solving complex
open-ended mathematical problems within the team contest. The compl x assignment called on
a diverse set of knowl dge of indiv dual students contributing to team solutions, as well as on their
skills, abilities and ex ertise [64].
Certain correlations between the algebraic generalization and reasoning skills were confir ed
in cases when students solved an open mathematical problem, requiring both, meaning the use of
some reasoning skills as well as some generalization skills concurrently. However, the same relation
between these two abilities was not confirmed among the all investigated subtasks. This confirms the
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findings that the mathematical reasoning is not necessarily related to students’ achievement in solving
problems that do not pose high cognitive demands [65]. Furthermore, Nunes et al. [66] considered
mathematical reasoning and algebraic skill as the two separate contributions to the achievement in
mathematical problem solving. Relations between several aspects of mathematical problem-solving
were investigated and the ability between control of variables and reasoning was confirmed also
by [67]. However, Chimoni and Pitta-Pantazi [68] identified the ability to provide reasoning by
analogy, serial or deductive reasoning as a significant predictor for lower-secondary students’ algebraic
thinking. Students have to look beyond the surface characteristics of the problem to be able to construct
a mathematical model which is sufficiently general and captures the essence of the situation [69].
The distance between the reasoning skills based on the generalized pattern produced could be an
obstacle for students and a possible or probable cause of their failure in the construction of mathematical
induction [31]. The correlations between the level of generalization and reasoning skills can be based
in the nature of mathematical proof when “construction of deductive proof is performed only when
inductive argumentation is based on a process pattern generalization” [70] (p. 147).
The subtasks in combinatorics analyzed were highly intercorrelated and correlated to the level of
generalization. However, such correlation is not surprising, whereas the highest level of combinatorial
thinking as defined by Jones et al. [39] leads to a solution of the combinatorial problem by the means of
an expression or formula [14]. On the other hand, based on findings reported by Lockwood et al. [71]
the re-invention of combinatorial formulas puts some higher demands on the level of combinatorial
thinking than on algebraic generalization.
The manifested reasoning skills were significantly higher as far as to the subtasks 2a, 6a and 6b
compared to the subtask 6d solution. A similar relation can be observed in the case of the correctness
of the students’ solution. Our results indicate that it is easier to prove that the assigned situation is not
possible or equality is not valid than to prove validity of a statement, even though this kind of task is
usually unknown or even novel to many students [72]. Whereas the attitudes in mathematics can result
from automatizing a repeated emotional reaction, students with a negative attitude towards geometric
proofs may attach that same attitude to the all proofs in other mathematical fields [73], hence the use of
the aforementioned kinds of proof can reduce negative attitude towards the mathematical proof as such.
The seeming independence between ability to provide mathematical reasoning and combinatorial
thinking can have a resource in the fact that algebra is typically the first part of mathematics where
students are asked to provide abstract mathematical reasoning [74].
The problems investigated were aimed at the reasoning skills and mathematical proof (2a, 6a, 6b
and 6d) and at algebraic generalization as such (5f). The subtasks were structured and strongly focused
on the particular students’ ability. While solving a complex ill-structured open-ended problem aimed
at mathematical modeling, i.e., the final assignment, our students have more freedom to investigate
mathematically and incorporate the distinct mathematical abilities. This may fulfill the requirement
formulated by Novotná [75], showing that the students should have a real chance to experience some
pleasure while discovering, but also concurrently having a chance to learn, to acquire some new pieces
of knowledge or skills, they would be able to apply in other situations subsequently. Thus, to conclude,
any mathematical modeling job allows and requires both, the production of an expression, and proving
the validity of the produced result. The interaction between the investigated abilities supports a more
sophisticated solution of the problem than each of the skills occurring in isolation from the others [76].
Limitations of the Study
When generalizing the results of the presented study, one should be aware that the sampling was
not random, nor stratified. The data came from the results of the contestants of Mathematics B-day
what adds self-selection bias to the results. By contrast, any relations between the different sources
of mathematical proficiency are most visible when solving a challenging problem by high-achieving
students [57]. The groups are usually even more successful when handling complex problems [52],
so the relations are more feasible for investigation in this kind of setting. Therefore, the group result
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was analyzed instead of individual contributions. As the “collaborative partnerships draw on different
contributors across different tasks” [64] (p. 254), we focused on the results of shared activity regardless
the previous experience with group-work and distribution of workload among the members of the
team. Although the analysis of the work of groups of students may appear to be not sufficient to
investigate all the cognitive aspects in relationship between the reasoning skills, combinatorial thinking
and algebraic generalization, and some underlying variables may perhaps be hidden, some specific
relations were observable nevertheless.
As reported in the meta-analysis by Lou et al. [77] the shared group goal (in this case
the participation in a mathematical contest) is needed to make the group collaboration effective.
Even though the results of this study may be related only to the special group of students,
they extrapolate the relations among the ordinary students as solvers of mathematical problems.
5. Conclusions
Herein we have explored specific relations between the reasoning skills and the ability to generalize
algebraically in the case of a team solution of a complex open-ended problem by high-achieving
upper-secondary students. We found out that some relations can be observed mainly in cases of
open-ended problem solving that generally require a higher-order level of thinking.
Based on the results of our study, we can suggest using or utilizing more problems aimed
at proving an inequality or impossibility in the every-day mathematics classroom environment.
Students, it seems to us, are or can be more successful in these kinds of proofs, and it might improve
both, their reasoning skills as well as their self-efficacy in the field of mathematical proving. The highest
level of combinatorial thinking is related to the work with combinatorial formulas and expressions.
When students are asked to solve a combinatorial task using an expression or formula, then they
should be able to generalize algebraically. Similarly, to our previous study [29] the role of algebraic
generalization in solving problems from the different parts of mathematics was confirmed. Thus we
can conclude that the algebraic generalization abilities should be in the focus of the upper-secondary
mathematics education. It seems worthwhile to study how the generalization and reasoning skills are
related to other observable mathematical competencies, e.g., factual combinatorial thinking ability,
or factual probability reasoning ability as well.
Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.Č.; methodology, J.M.; software, K.O.B.; validation, J.M., K.O.B.
and S.Č.; quantitative analysis, J.M.; qualitative analysis, K.O.B.; investigation, J.M. and K.O.B.; resources, S.Č.;
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